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DETAILED ACTION 

This non-final rejection is in response to Applicant's preliminary amendment filed on 
6/12/2009. Applicant has cancelled claims 1-30 and added claims 31-51. Accordingly, 
Applicant presents claims 31-51 for examination. 

I. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

A. Claims 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The claims are replete with grammatical and statutory errors. In addition to correcting 
the errors detailed in the following section, Applicant should go over each claim to insure 
grammatical correctness and compliance with the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

Claim 31 

Claim 31 is rejected for lacking proper antecedent basis for "the cached web page" and 
"the downloading file stream." The phrases "to accesses [sic] a web-page", "without goes [sic] 
through said system", and "instructing the targeted system to receiving [sic]" are grammatically 
improper. 

Claim 32 

The phrases "provide the user from a wireless device's web browser to access the web 
page", "provide the user from a personal desktop or laptop to access the web page", and "provide 
user from a server's web browser to access the web page" do not make sense because it is not 
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clear what is being provided to the user and what claim element is doing the providing. The 
phrase "and provide user [sic] from a server's web browser" is grammatically improper. 
Claim 33 

The phrases "a server unit connects to a network", "the server unit is configured", "the 
server unit facilitates", and "the server unit also facilitates" are all improperly written as method 
steps when claim 33 is an apparatus claim. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type 
limitations and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server 
system. See MPEP § 21 14. 

The phrase "which to be partitioned by one or more administration users" is confusing 
because it is not clear what is being partitioned. Specifically, it is not clear if the server unit or 
the one or more storage devices are being partitioned. 

The phrase "and be assigned to each wireless device as its external storage" is also 
confusing because it is not clear what is being assigned to each of the wireless devices. 
Specifically, it is not clear if the server unit or the one or more storage devices are assigned to the 
wireless device. 

Claim 33 also lacks proper antecedent basis for "the files and file-folders." 

The phrase "facilitates each user's one or more tasks to be run concurrently" is confusing 
because if there is only one task, it is not clear how one task can be running "concurrently." It is 
also not clear what elements are running "concurrently" - if the one or more tasks are running 
concurrently with one another or if the task of downloading files from the remote site to the 
external storage is run "concurrently" with some other task in the browser. 
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The phrase "one or more tasks" is confusing because its relationship to the previously 
claimed "tasks" is not clear. Specifically, it is not clear if the "one or more tasks" are referring to 
the same or different tasks. There should be language either linking (e.g., "a plurality of tasks", 
"the plurality of tasks") or differentiating (e.g., "a first task", "a second task") between the terms. 

Claim 34 

The phrase "the server unit facilitates" is improperly written as method steps when claim 
34 is an apparatus claim. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations and not 
method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See MPEP 
§2114. 

The phrase "a web browser" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the 
term in parent claim 33. It is not clear if the "web browser" in claim 34 is intended to refer to the 
same "web browser" claimed in claim 33. If so, the terms should be properly linked (e.g., "the 
web browser"). 

The phrase "to select one storage device at time [sic] from the displayed a list [sic] of one 
or more storage devices on the server unit" is improper. Also "the displayed a list [sic]" lacks 
proper antecedent basis. 

Claim 34 also lacks proper antecedent basis for "the list" and "the requirement." 

Claim 35 

The phrase "the server unit also facilitates" is improperly written as method steps when 
the claim is an apparatus claim. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP § 2114. 
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The phrase "each administration user" is confusing because it conflicts with the phrase 
"one or more administration users" in parent claim 33. It is not clear if the "administration user" 
in claim 35 is intended to refer to the same "administrator user(s)" in claim 33. If so, the terms 
should be properly linked (e.g., "the one or more administration user"). 

The phrase "a web browser" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the 
term in parent claim 33. It is not clear if the "web browser" in claim 34 is intended to refer to the 
same "web browser" claimed in claim 33. The phrase "The claim 35" is improper. 

The phrase "a corresponding storage volume" is confusing because it conflicts with the 
prior use of the term "storage volume" found in parent claim 34. It is not clear if the "storage 
volume" in claim 35 is intended to be the same or different from the storage volume of claim 34. 

Claim 36 

The phrase "said user from wireless device's web browser to [sic] access and manage the 
files and file-folders" is grammatical improper. The phrase "the assigned storage" is confusing 
because it is not clear if the phrase is intended to refer to "the assigned external storage." 

Claim 36 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 37 

The phrases "a user", "a wireless device's web browser", "a network", "a remote web- 
site" are confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the terms in parent claim 33. Claim 
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31 is rejected for lacking proper antecedent basis for "the cached web page" and "the 
downloading file stream." The phrase "without goes [sic] through said system" is improper. 

Claim 37 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§2114. 

Claim 38 

The phrase "said facilitates user [sic] from wireless device's web browser" is 
grammatically improper. The phrase "one or more storage devices" is confusing because it 
conflicts with the prior use of the same term in claim 33. The phrase "administration user's web 
browser" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the same term in claim 33. 

The phrase "one or more storages volume" is grammatically incorrect. The phrase "the 
requirement for the user" lacks proper antecedent basis. The phrase "a corresponding user" is 
confusing because it conflicts with all prior uses of the "user" in previous claims. 

Claim 38 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 39 

The phrase "administration user" is confusing because it conflicts with the phrase "one or 
more administration users" in parent claim 33. 
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Claim 39 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§2114. 

Claim 40 

There are multiple uses of the phrase "one or more storage devices." The phrase "one or 
more storage devices" is confusing because the relationship between the phrases within claim 40 
is not clear. Applicant should amend with proper identifiers such as "a" or "the" to clarify the 
relationship. 

Claim 40 also lacks proper antecedent basis for "the services and data." The phrase "in 
dependent of other server units" is grammatically improper. The phrase "facilitates each user's 
one or more tasks to be run concurrently" is confusing because if there is only one task, it is not 
clear how one task can be running "concurrently." It is also not clear what elements are running 
"concurrently" - if the one or more tasks are running concurrently with one another or if the task 
of downloading files from the remote site to the external storage is run "concurrently" with some 
other task in the browser. 

Claim 41 

The phrase "a web browser" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the 
term in parent claim 40. Claim 41 lacks proper antecedent basis for "the requirement." 

Claim 41 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
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and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 42 

The phrase "a web browser" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the 
term in parent claim 40. The phrase "a corresponding storage volume" is confusing because it 
conflicts with the prior use of the term "storage volume" found in parent claim 40. The phrase 
"each file system" is also confusing because it implies that there are multiple file systems but the 
claim only claims "one file system." 

Claim 42 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§2114. 

Claim 43 

The phrase "corresponding wireless device" is confusing because it conflicts with the 
phrase "a corresponding user's wireless device" in claim 40. The phrase "the user of each 
wireless device" lacks proper antecedent basis. 

Claim 43 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 
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Claim 44 

The phrase "the user from wireless device's web browser to [sic] access and manage the 
files and file-folders" is grammatical improper. The phrase "the assigned storage" is confusing 
because it is not clear if the phrase is intended to refer to "the assigned external storage." The 
phrase "The claim 43" is grammatically incorrect. 

Claim 44 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 45 

The phrase "said provider the user from wireless device to access and manage assigned 
external storage" is grammatically improper. The phrases "a user", "a wireless device's web 
browser", "a network", "a remote web-site" are confusing because it conflicts with the prior use 
of the terms in parent claim 40. 

Claim 45 is rejected for lacking proper antecedent basis for "the cached web page" and 
"the downloading file stream." The phrase "without goes [sic] through said system" is improper. 
The phrase "The claim 43" is grammatically incorrect. 

Claim 45 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§2114. 
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Claim 46 

The phrase "one or more storage devices" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior 
use of the same term in claim 40. The phrase "administration user's web browser" is confusing 
because it conflicts with the prior use of the same term in claim 40. 

The phrase "one or more storages volume" is grammatically incorrect. The phrase "the 
requirement for the user" lacks proper antecedent basis. The phrase "a corresponding user" is 
confusing because it conflicts with all prior uses of the "user" in previous claims. 

Claim 46 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 47 

The phrase "the control system also facilitates each user including the administration user 
from web browser" is confusing because the language requires multiple users to use a single web 
browser. The phrase "The claim 46" is grammatically incorrect. 

Claim 47 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 48 
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The phrase "to receive, identify, and runs [sic] each task in the background" is 
grammatically improper. The term "the background" lacks proper antecedent basis. The phrase 
"a corresponding server unit" is confusing because it conflicts with the prior use of the phrase in 
claim 46. The phrase "The claim 47" is grammatically incorrect. 

Claim 48 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§2114. 

Claim 49 

The phrases "the request application service and data" and "the corresponding user's 
wireless devices" lack proper antecedent basis. The phrase "The claim 47" is grammatically 
incorrect. 

Claim 49 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

Claim 50 

The phrases "a virtual server" and "one or more users" are confusing because it conflicts 
with the prior use of the term in claim 40 and the other uses of the same term within claim 50. 

Claim 50 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
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and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 

The limitations "form [sic] a virtual server on a LAN to be accessed by"" are 
grammatically incorrect. 
Claim 51 

The phrase "administration user" is confusing because it conflicts with the phrase "one or 
more administration users" in parent claim 40. 

The phrase "the server unit" is confusing because parent claim 40 recites "one or more 
server units." Therefore, it is unclear if "the server unit" is intended to refer to one or more 
server units. The phrase "The virtual claim 50" is grammatically incorrect. 

Claim 51 is also rejected for comprising a method step which is confusing because the 
claim is directed to an apparatus. The claims should be rewritten into apparatus-type limitations 
and not method steps. That is, the limitations must effect the structure of the server system. See 
MPEP§ 2114. 
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II. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

A. Claims 31-33, 37, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by O'Brien et al., U.S. Patent No. 6.351.776 ["O'Brien"]. 

Claim 31 

O 'Brien discloses a method of out-band downloading a file from a web-site to targeted 
system comprising: 

facilitating a user from a web-browser of a system via a network of LAN, Intranet or 
Internet to accesses a web-page on a remote web site [abstract: disclosing using a browser to 
access a user-interface I column 2 «lines 17-20»], where the web-page contains file download 
information including the file path, the IP address of the remote web site, and related information 
for downloading [column 2 «lines 17-25»: disclosing the web page have URL information (i.e., 
file path and IP address of the remote web site)]; 

instructing the system to obtain the file download information contained in the web page 
from the cached web page on the system [Fig. 1 1 «item 1 1 14» I column 18 «lines 33-39»: 
disclosing the user has the URL which requires that the system (i.e., the user's computer) had 
obtained the URL in a prior step]; 

instructing the system to send the obtained file download information to a permitted 
targeted system via the network [Fig. 11 «item 1114» I column 18 «lines 33-34»: disclosing that 
the user submits the URL information to the Xdrive system (i.e., permitted target system)]; 
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instructing the targeted system to receive said file download information and send a 
download request to the remote web site via the network [column 18 «lines 64-66»: disclosing 
the Xdrive system contacts the URL site to begin the download process]; and 

instructing the targeted system to receiving the downloading file stream from the remote 
web-site directly into a designated file system of the targeted system without goes through said 
system [column 4 «lines 7-10»: disclosing the internet-to-internet file transfer bypasses the user's 
device because the files are saved to the user's Xdrive]. 

Claim 32 

O 'Brien discloses wherein said web browser of a system and the targeted system further 
includes: 

provide the user from a wireless device's web browser to access the web page [column 2 
«lines 46-47»: a laptop is a type of wireless device], provide the user from a personal desktop or 
laptop to access the web page [column 2 «lines 46-47»: a laptop is a type of wireless device], and 
provide user from a server's web browser to access the web page [column 3 «line 39-41»]; and 

provide another remote laptop, desktop, or server as the targeted system [column 3 «lines 
15-22»: O'Brien's xdrive system reads on the claimed targeted system]. 

Claim 33 

O 'Brien discloses a system provides external storage for wireless devices that comprises: 
a server unit connects to a network and to be accessed by one or more users from each of 
their own web browser via the network of LAN, Intranet or Internet [column 7 «lines 5-11 and 
36-41»: disclosing a user using a browser-based application and accessing the xdrive through the 
internet]; 
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the server unit is configured with one or more storage devices, which to be partitioned by 
one or more administration users from each of their own web browser over the network, and be 
assigned to each wireless device as its external storage [column 3 «lines 15-21»: disclosing users 
are allocated individual space or their own individual Xdrive]; and 

the server unit facilitates each user of the wireless devices from his/her web browser to 
perform tasks of accessing and managing the files and file-folders in the wireless device' s 
assigned external storage, where the tasks include downloading files from remote web sites into 
the assigned external storage on the server unit [column 4 «lines 7-10»: O 'Brien allows internet- 
to-intemet transfer from the server to the user's xdrive]; and 

the server unit also facilitates each user's one or more tasks to be run concurrently in the 
user's web browser [column 4 «lines 33-34»: disclosing providing browser-based access to the 
files which requires that the tasks be run within the browser. See also the § 112 rejection above 
as to the confusion regarding the "concurrently" term]. 

Claims 37 and 45 

Claims 37 and 45 are rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 31. 
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III. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

A. Claims 34-36, 38-44, and 46-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over O'Brien in view of Hochmuth et al., U.S. Patent No. 
7.500069 ["Hochmuth"]. 

Claims 34 and 41 

As to claim 34, O 'Brien as modified Hochmuth discloses wherein the server unit 
facilitates each administration user from a web browser to select one storage device at time from 
the displayed a list of one or more storage devices on the server unit to partition the selected 
storage device into one or more storage volumes for all storage devices on the list in response to 
the requirement of providing desired sized external storage to each wireless device [Hochmuth, 
column 8 «lines 8-17»: disclosing providing a GUI to an administrator for allocating storage to 
clients I column 11 «lines l-4»: providing a desired capacity for the storage]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified O 'Brien' s 
Xdrive system to include an administrative GUI as taught in Hochmuth. Such a modification to 
O'Brien's system is an example of using a known technique (Hochmuth 's administrative GUI to 
allocate space to clients) to improve similar systems (O'Brien's online Xdrive storage space) in 
the same way. See MPEP § 2143. 

Claim 41 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 34. 

Claims 35 and 42 

As to claim 35, O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses wherein the server unit also 
facilitates each administration user from a web browser to create one file system on a 
corresponding storage volume at a time for all storage volumes; and for all file systems, to assign 
a file system to a corresponding user's wireless device for the user from the wireless device's web 
browser to access and manage files and file-folders on the assigned external storage [O 'Brien, 
Fig. 2 «item 204» I column 9 «lines 3-9»]. 

Claim 42 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 35. 

Claims 36, 43, and 44 

As to claim 36, O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses creating file folders and 
directories structure on the assigned storage, storing files on the wireless device into the assigned 
storage [O'Brien, column 3 «lines 15- 17»], 

performing data management tasks for the assigned storage including deleting, renaming, 
moving, and copying file-folders, directories and files, and including accessing and retrieving 
files from the assigned external storage to the user's wireless device [O 'Brien, column 8 «lines 
39-43*]; 
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wherein said files includes streaming video, audio, digital picture, and message file 
[O'Brien, column 2 «lines 22-24»]. 

Claims 43 and 44 are rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 36. 
Claims 38 and 46 

As to claim 38, O'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses the server unit facilitates to: 

display one or more storage devices of the server unit into administration user' s web 
browser in response to the requirement for the user to perform partitioning each storage device 
into one or more storages volume [Hochmuth, column 8 «lines 8-17»: displaying the available 
file servers (i.e., storage devices) in the administrator's GUI]; 

display one or more storage volumes of the server unit into administration user' s web 
browser in response to the requirement for the user to perform creating a file system for each 
corresponding storage volume [Hochmuth, column 8 «lines 8-17»: displaying the available 
LUNs (i.e., storage devices)]; and 

display assigned external file system into a corresponding user's wireless device's web 
browser in response to the user of the wireless device to perform tasks of accessing and 
managing one or more files and file-folder in the assigned external storage [O 'Brien, column 3 
«lines 57-65»: displaying a user interface for accessing the user's Xdrive file system]. 

See the rejection of claim 34 for reasons and motivation to combine O 'Brien and 
Hochmuth. 

Claim 46 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 38. 
Claims 39 and 51 

As to claim 39, O'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses the system further includes: 



Application/Control Number: 10/726,897 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2452 

provide administration user from wireless device's web browser to perform tasks 
including partitioning the storage devices and creating file systems for the server unit 
[Hochmuth, Fig. 1 «item 31»: disclosing a mobile node I column 8 «lines 8-17»]; 

provide administration user from laptop/desktop's web browser to perform tasks 
including partitioning the storage devices and creating file systems for the server unit 
[Hochmuth, Fig. 1 «item 32» I column 8 «lines 8-17»]; and 

provide administration user from server unit' s web browser to perform tasks including 
partitioning the storage devices and creating file systems for the server unit [Hochmuth, Fig. 1 
«item 50»: disclosing an administrative module on the server I column 8 «lines 8-17»]. 

See the rejection of claim 34 for reasons and motivation to combine O 'Brien and 
Hochmuth. 

Claim 51 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 39. 
Claim 40 

O'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses a virtual server provides external storage for 
one or more wireless devices that comprises: 

one or more server units, where each server unit configured with one or more storage 
devices [O'Brien, Fig. 12: disclosing an xdrive server]; and 

a control system connects and controls said one or more server units via a network of 
LAN, Intranet or Internet to form a central controlled distributed scalable virtual machine 
("CCDSVM") to be accessed by one or more users [Fig. 12 «item 1218» I column 19 «line 64» to 
column 20 «line 7»: disclosing a resource access layer which is accessed by a user to access the 
transaction database. The limitation "to form a central controlled distributed scalable virtual 
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machine ("CCDSVM") is not given any patentable weight since it does not affect the structure of 
the claimed virtual server (see MPEP § 2114)], wherein 

the control system facilitates each administration user from a web browser over the 
network to partition one or more storage devices on each server unit and to assign each 
partitioned storage volume of each storage device to a corresponding user's wireless devices as 
external storage [Hochmuth, column 8 «lines 8-17»]; and wherein 

the control system also facilitates each user from a wireless device's web browser via the 
network to perform tasks of accessing and managing one or more files and file-folders on the 
assigned external storage of a assigned server unit [O 'Brien, column 8 «lines 39-43»], and the 
control system also facilitates each user' s one or more tasks to be run concurrently in the user's 
web browser [O'Brien, column 4 «lines 33-34»: disclosing providing browser-based access to 
the files which requires that the tasks be run within the browser. See also the § 1 12 rejection 
above as to the confusion regarding the "concurrently" term]; and wherein 

each server unit provides the services and data to each assigned wireless devices in 
dependent of other server units and without going through the control system in response to the 
user of each wireless device performing said tasks [O'Brien, column 15-44»]. 

See the rejection of claim 34 for reasons and motivation to combine O 'Brien and 
Hochmuth. 

Claim 47 

O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses the control system also facilitates each user 
including the administration user from web browser to specify the task information for 
performing each task [O'Brien, column 20 «lines 4-7»: disclosing that the resource access layer 
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allows users to access and invoke operations on the server system], and to transmit each task 
information from the web browser to the control system [O 'Brien, column 19 «lines 28-63»]. 
Claim 48 

O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses providing the control system to receive, 
identify and runs each task in the background, distribute each task to a corresponding server unit 
for actual executing, and provide task status or result back to administration user's web browser 
in response to each user's tasks [Hochmuth, Fig. 1 «item 50» I column 4 «lines 14-17» I column 8 
«lines 17-20»: allowing the administrator to monitor resource consumption]. 

See the rejection of claim 34 for reasons and motivation to combine O'Brien and 
Hochmuth. 

Claim 49 

O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses providing each server unit delivers the 
requested application service and data directly back to the corresponding user' s wireless devices 
without going through the control system and independent of other server units in response to 
each user's performed tasks of accessing application and data service [O'Brien, Fig. 12: 
disclosing the request processing layer returns requested files to the client's file access service I 
column 11 «lines 56-62»]. 

Claim 50 

O 'Brien as modified by Hochmuth discloses: 

form a virtual server on a LAN to be accessed by one or more users including the 
administration user from each of their own web browser via said network [Hochmuth, column 4 
«lines 29-31*]; 
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form a virtual server over a Intranet to be accessed by one or more users including the 
administration user from each of their own web browser via said network [Hochmuth, column 6 
«lines 5-7»: disclosing a VPN (i.e., intranet)]; and 

form a virtual server over the Internet to be accessed by one or more users including the 
administration user from each of their own web browser via said network [Hochmuth, Fig. 1 
«item 15»]. 

See the rejection of claim 34 for reasons and motivation to combine O 'Brien and 
Hochmuth. 

IV. Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See attached PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOHM CHANKONG whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3942. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday [10 am - 6 pm]. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thu Nguyen can be reached on (571)272-6967. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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